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 Introduction 

This document serves as a supplement to MDRC’s final report on Opportunity NYC–Family 
Rewards, a conditional cash transfer (CCT) program that was offered to a sample of very-low-
income families in New York City from 2007 to 2010. The program was evaluated using a ran-
domized controlled trial involving approximately 4,800 families, with 11,000 children (includ-
ing elementary, middle, and high school students), who applied for it. The final report, pub-
lished separately,1 presents the final results from MDRC’s comprehensive evaluation of the 
program, which described and analyzed the implementation of the program, families’ experi-
ences in and views of the program, and the program’s effects on their poverty and life outcomes 
for up to six years after study entry. It includes longer-term findings from existing data sources 
(such as school progress for children in grades 4, 7, and 9, which were the three target grades 
for the study), findings for preschool-age children, and new outcomes (such as postsecondary 
enrollment). 

This supplement presents longer-term and more detailed findings based on administra-
tive records on benefits receipt, education, health coverage, and parents’ employment. It also 
presents findings from an analysis of the program’s costs. This supplement does not present the 
full set of evaluation findings or a detailed interpretation of the findings. For that information, 
readers are referred to the final report and to previous MDRC publications on Family Rewards. 
In particular, readers should consult MDRC’s early (2010) and interim (2013) reports on Family 
Rewards for detailed information on program operations, interim impact findings, and the data 
and methods used in the evaluation.2 

The tables in this supplement appear at the end of each of their respective sections. 

                                                      
1Riccio and Miller (2016).  
2See Riccio et al. (2010) and Riccio et al. (2013). 

http://www.mdrc.org/about/james-riccio
http://www.mdrc.org/about/james-riccio
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I. Impacts on Receipt of TANF and SNAP Benefits 
During the three years that Family Rewards operated, the average participating family earned 
over $8,700 in rewards, or roughly $3,000 in each year. As the program designers intended, 
families were able to and did earn rewards across a broad range of areas, and during the pro-
gram period their average monthly income increased by 22 percent. This increased income led 
to statistically significant reductions in poverty and material hardship. The program also re-
duced the proportion of families who were living in severe poverty. However, these reductions 
began to diminish after Year 3, when the program ended.  

Most of the data on family income and well-being were obtained through two surveys 
administered to families at 18 months and 42 months after study entry. However, as part of the 
study’s examination of income and income sources, administrative records data were used to 
estimate the program’s effects on receipt of benefits from two key safety net programs: Tempo-
rary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)/Safety Net Assistance (SNA),1 and the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), which was formerly known as the Food Stamp 
Program. MDRC’s interim report documented no effects on receipt of these benefits through 
three years after study entry.2 This section presents findings on those measures covering six 
years of follow-up (that is, 2007-2008 through 2013-2014). 

Table S1.1 (page 4) presents the results. Data for the control group show that, in the ab-
sence of Family Rewards, the receipt of TANF or SNA benefits declined steadily over the six-
year period, from 41 percent to 29 percent. In contrast, the receipt of SNAP benefits remained 
fairly steady at over 60 percent.  

The impact of Family Rewards is estimated as the difference between the program and 
control groups’ outcomes related to the rate and amount of TANF and SNAP benefits they re-
ceived. The p-values in the tables that appear in this supplement show the probability that this 
difference arose by statistical chance, as opposed to being a result of Family Rewards. For this 
evaluation, only differences that have a 10 percent probability or less of arising by chance are 
considered “statistically significant” and therefore are viewed as true program effects.  

                                                      
1Safety Net Assistance is a New York State welfare program for various low-income populations. For in-

come-eligible families with dependent children, it allows those who have exhausted their five-year eligibility 
for cash assistance under TANF to continue receiving cash assistance on similar terms and conditions that ap-
plied under TANF, but paid out of nonfederal funds. 

2Riccio et al. (2013). 
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As Table S1.1 shows, Family Rewards had no effects in the short or longer term on 
benefits receipt. This finding likely reflects the program’s lack of any substantial effects on par-
ents’ earnings, as discussed in Section IV of this supplement, “Impacts on Parents’ Employment 
and Earnings.” (The Family Rewards incentive payments did not count as income in the compu-
tation of TANF/SNA or SNAP benefits.)  
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Ever received TANF/SNA (%)

Years 1-6 52.5 54.7 -2.2 ** 0.047
Year 1 40.1 41.3 -1.3 0.182
Year 2 36.6 37.0 -0.3 0.756
Year 3 35.1 35.4 -0.3 0.790
Year 4 33.1 32.6 0.6 0.608
Year 5 30.1 29.3 0.7 0.536
Year 6 28.1 28.9 -0.8 0.477
Amount of TANF/SNA received ($)
Years 1-6 11,356 11,005 350 0.432
Year 1 2,321 2,253 69 0.417
Year 2 2,065 2,022 43 0.625
Year 3 1,944 1,911 33 0.710
Year 4 1,788 1,716 72 0.419
Year 5 1,668 1,584 84 0.350
Year 6 1,569 1,520 49 0.596
Ever received food stamps (%)
Years 1-6 80.7 81.1 -0.4 0.711
Year 1 67.2 67.8 -0.6 0.592
Year 2 68.2 69.3 -1.1 0.321
Year 3 69.5 70.9 -1.5 0.204
Year 4 70.8 70.3 0.5 0.695
Year 5 65.5 65.2 0.3 0.798
Year 6 63.1 62.3 0.7 0.568

Amount of food stamps received ($)
Years 1-6 18,759 18,820 -61 0.873
Year 1 2,486 2,498 -11 0.847
Year 2 3,329 3,379 -50 0.508
Year 3 3,565 3,603 -38 0.634
Year 4 3,417 3,416 1 0.990
Year 5 3,118 3,093 24 0.760
Year 6 2,844 2,831 13 0.867
Sample size (total = 4,749) 2,377 2,372

(continued)

Table S1.1
Impacts on Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Safety Net

Assistance (SNA), and Food Stamp Receipt and Payments,
Study Follow-Up Years 1 to 6 
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Table S1.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using administrative records data from the New York City Human 
Resources Administration.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple 
observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not receiving TANF/SNA 

benefits or food stamps.
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II. Impacts on Children’s Education 
MDRC’s interim report on Family Rewards found some encouraging effects of the program on 
high school students’ school outcomes, but these effects were concentrated on a specific sub-
group of students — ninth-graders who were performing relatively better academically than 
their peers when they entered the study.1 For example, the program increased their attendance 
rate, credit accumulation, and the number of Regents exams they passed. For the better-
prepared subgroup of ninth-graders who were already reading-proficient when they entered the 
study (although not for the math-proficient subgroup), those early gains in performance led to 
sizable increases in grade promotion and on-time graduation rates. In contrast, the program had 
no effect for lower-performing ninth-graders or for elementary and middle school students. The 
final report updates those impacts and shows that the overall pattern continues through Year 6 
of the follow-up period.  

The final report also presents findings on two outcomes that had not previously been 
examined — postsecondary enrollment after six years for students in the sample who were in 
grades 7 and 9 at baseline, and effects on test scores for younger siblings in the sample, many 
who were not yet in school when their families enrolled in the study. The findings show no 
overall effect on postsecondary enrollment, although Family Rewards does seem to have led to 
a shift toward full-time enrollment in four-year colleges for both the math- and reading-
proficient ninth-graders. Effects for very young children (ages 2 through 7 at baseline) are intri-
guing, showing positive effects on test scores when these children were in the third through fifth 
grades. As noted in the final report, the mechanism driving these positive effects is not clear, but 
the substantial increase in family income that these students experienced during young child-
hood may have contributed. The effects may have also been driven in part by changes that 
might have occurred in parents’ attitudes toward or support for their young children’s education.  

Impacts on School Outcomes for Students in the Target Grades 
The program recruited families with children who were entering the fourth, seventh, or ninth 
grade when the study began, although siblings in other grades were also enrolled. The impact 
analysis gave primary attention to these three grade cohorts, and the results are presented sepa-
rately by cohort.  

Tables S2.1 through S2.3 (pages 11 to 16) present effects on school progress using data 
provided by the New York City Department of Education. These data include attendance, test 
scores, grade progression, and, for high school students, credits earned, Regents exams passed, 

                                                      
1Riccio et al. (2013). 
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and graduation rates. In order to graduate, a student must have earned at least 44 credits and 
passed at least five Regents exams in specified subject areas.2  

Tables S2.1 and S2.2 present effects for students who were beginning fourth or seventh 
grade, respectively, when they entered the study. The tables show that the program had little 
effect on school progress for students in either cohort. Table S2.2 presents impacts on standard-
ized exams for entering seventh-graders, which the students would take through eighth grade, 
and on high school outcomes, such as credits earned and Regents exams passed, since most of 
these students would be in high school by the third year of follow-up. 

Table S2.3 presents effects for entering ninth-graders (that is, students who were enter-
ing ninth grade when their families enrolled in the study). As MDRC’s interim report docu-
mented, Family Rewards led to modest increases in attendance and credits earned for this group 
overall while the rewards were in effect.3 However, these impacts did not lead to effects on 
grade retention or graduation. Only 52.3 percent of students in the control group graduated 
within six years of starting ninth grade, compared with 53.9 percent of students in the program 
group, a small difference that is not statistically significant. 

Impacts for Subgroups Defined by Academic Proficiency 
As part of the analysis of effects on school outcomes, the evaluation prespecified three dimen-
sions across which the program’s effects might vary — students’ prior performance, parents’ 
education level, and students’ school environment. The results showed little variation in effects 
across these subgroups for the elementary and middle school students. For entering ninth-
graders, the effects of the program also did not differ significantly by parents’ education level or 
by school environment. School environment was defined using test scores of earlier cohorts in 
the school a student entered when he or she entered the study. Specifically, students’ schools 
were ranked according to their average pass rates for the English and math Regents exams in 
the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school years. The schools were then divided into thirds (low, 
medium, and high) based on this ranking.4  

                                                      
2In the past, students who did not pass all five Regents exams with a minimum score could receive a “lo-

cal” diploma instead of a Regents diploma. However, the local diploma option was phased out for most stu-
dents beginning with the class of 2012. Thus, entering ninth-graders in the Family Rewards study could receive 
either a local diploma or a Regents diploma. 

3Riccio et al. (2013). 
4As noted in the final report, Wolf (2014) examined how the program’s impacts varied by school envi-

ronment, using a more comprehensive definition of school environment that included attendance rates, per 
pupil expenditures, and students’ perceptions of school safety as well as test scores. For a subset of ninth-
graders, she found that effects on academic achievement in Year 3 were positive at lower-quality schools and 
negative at higher-quality schools, for an inverse relationship. This finding was not evident in the analysis con-
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However, effects varied significantly for entering ninth-graders by their prior academic 
performance. As documented in the final report, Family Rewards led to notable gains for profi-
cient students in attendance and credits earned during the three years that the incentives were 
offered. For students who scored at the proficient level or higher on their ELA test (given in 
eighth grade), the program also led to a sizable effect on graduation rates.  

Tables S2.4 and S2.5 (pages 17 to 22) present effects for entering ninth-graders by pro-
ficiency status, updating graduation rates and Regents exams taken through Year 6. When con-
sidering how to define academic preparedness, it was not obvious which test to use — ELA or 
math — so proficiency status is presented for both tests. The proficiency groups are not mutual-
ly exclusive. The ELA-proficient group, for example, includes all students who were reading-
proficient, including some who were proficient in math but some who were not math-proficient. 
Effects follow a similar pattern for both proficient groups, with large increases in attendance 
and positive, smaller increases in credits earned during the program period. For the ELA-
proficient group, however, the program led to a large increase in the number of students who 
passed the minimum number of Regents exams required to graduate and an increase in gradua-
tion rates, at both four and six years after study entry. 

Tables S2.6 and S2.7 (pages 23 to 27) present effects by proficiency status for entering 
fourth- and seventh-graders. The tables show that Family Rewards had no effect on these 
younger students, as a whole or by proficiency status. In looking at students in the control 
groups, proficiency status in these younger grades is strongly correlated with later performance. 
For example, 56.6 percent of math-proficient seventh-graders graduated within four years of 
entering high school, compared with only 29.4 percent of their nonproficient counterparts.  

Impacts on Postsecondary Enrollment  
This section presents effects on postsecondary enrollment in the fifth and sixth years after study 
entry. Postsecondary enrollment data are available from the National Student Clearinghouse, 
which provides enrollment and degree receipt information, covering 95 percent of postsecond-
ary enrollment in the United States. Tables 2.8 through 2.11 (pages 28 to 31) present data on the 
percentage of students who enrolled in a postsecondary institution at some point during the six-
year follow-up period and whether this enrollment was full time or part time and at a four-year 
or a two-year institution. The percentages by institution type and enrollment status do not neces-
sarily sum to the overall enrollment rates, since students might enroll full time at some point and 
then part time later. In addition, full-time and part-time status may not sum to the percentage 

                                                                                                                                                           
ducted for this supplement for the full sample of ninth-graders or for other measures of achievement, such as 
four-year and six-year graduation rates.  
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who were enrolled, given that this information is missing for various students, such as those 
who enrolled but subsequently withdrew from school.  

Table S2.8 presents effects for entering seventh-graders. Entering seventh-graders who 
had progressed in school each year would have graduated in the sixth year of the follow-up pe-
riod and may have enrolled in college later that year. Thus, these data capture college entry right 
after graduation from high school. The table shows that only 23 percent of the control group had 
enrolled in college within six years. However, Table S2.2 documented that only about 43 per-
cent of this group had graduated from high school by Year 6, assuming they had graduated 
within four years of entering ninth grade. Data for the control group show that most of the stu-
dents who attended college within six years attended four-year colleges, and full-time enroll-
ment was more common than part-time enrollment. Family Rewards had no effect on college 
enrollment for the group of students who were entering seventh grade at the time of random 
assignment. 

Tables S2.9 through S2.11 present effects for all ninth-graders and for ninth-graders by 
proficiency status. For entering ninth-graders, the data cover two years post-graduation among 
those who graduated within four years of starting ninth grade. Among all ninth-graders, 42.5 
percent of the control group attended college at some point during the six-year follow-up peri-
od, and the program had no effect on this outcome, as shown in Table S2.9. A more interesting 
analysis is for the proficient subgroups of ninth-graders, since the program increased graduation 
rates for the ELA-proficient subgroup. These results are shown in Tables S2.10 and S2.11. The 
tables document that some impacts for the proficient and nonproficient subgroups are statistical-
ly significantly different, as indicated by the daggers in the rightmost columns of both tables. 
For the proficient subgroups, the program seems to have led to substitution away from two-year 
colleges and toward four-year colleges, and from part-time to full-time enrollment. For exam-
ple, the program increased four-year, full-time enrollment by 9.7 percentage points for the ELA-
proficient group, and this impact is statistically significantly different from the impact for the 
nonproficient group.5 A similar pattern is found by math proficiency. 

Overall, the data indicate that Family Rewards did not increase the rate of postsecond-
ary enrollment, but did have an effect on the types of institutions students attended. This effect 
occurred, not surprisingly, for the proficient ninth-graders, especially those who were ELA-
proficient. That said, negative enrollment effects were observed for their nonproficient counter-
parts, particularly those who were not ELA-proficient. For this group, the program reduced the 

                                                      
5Students’ enrollment hours and institution type do not necessarily occur at the same time. For example, 

students might have enrolled part time at a four-year college one semester and full time another semester. Since 
these outcomes capture the highest level of enrollment, such students would be coded as enrolling full time at a 
four-year college, even though that was not their status throughout enrollment.  
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rate of college enrollment by a statistically significant 5.0 percentage points. It is not clear what 
might be driving this effect, but it may be worth further investigation. 

Impacts on School Progress for Younger Siblings 
Although the education rewards were targeted to school-age children, a large number of fami-
lies in the study had preschool-age children. These children were eligible for the health rewards 
but not for the education rewards, unless they reached elementary school during the three-year 
program period. This section presents effects on school outcomes for younger siblings in the 
sample who were in grades 3 through 5 during the fifth and sixth years of follow-up. These 
grades are used because standardized tests are not administered to students until the third grade. 
These children were roughly ages 2 to 7 when their families entered the study and most of them 
were not yet in elementary school. 

Table S2.12 (page 32) presents the results. The top panel presents test scores and other 
school outcomes for students who were in grades 3 or 4 in Year 5 of the follow-up period, de-
pending on their age. These students were largely in kindergarten or were one year younger 
than kindergarten age when their families entered the study. The bottom panel presents data for 
students who were in grades 3, 4, or 5 in Year 6 of the follow-up period. This group includes 
children who were in kindergarten or were one or two years younger than kindergarten age 
when their families entered the study.  

The findings show that the program led to positive effects on test scores in both years, 
for math in Year 5 and for both math and English in Year 6. For Year 6, for example, shown in 
the second panel and using the larger sample, Family Rewards increased proficiency rates on 
the math test by 5.5 percentage points and on the ELA test by 5.3 percentage points. 
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Enrollment status (%)
Enrolled in grade 5, Year 2 93.8 94.7 -0.9 0.416
Enrolled in grade 6, Year 3 90.4 92.0 -1.6 0.241
Enrolled in grade 7, Year 4 84.6 85.5 -0.9 0.587
Enrolled in grade 8, Year 5 79.7 80.3 -0.6 0.771
Enrolled in grade 9, Year 6 74.9 75.5 -0.7 0.755

Enrolled in any grade in Year 6 84.3 85.0 -0.7 0.694

Attendance rate 95% or higher (%)
Year 1 43.2 43.2 0.0 0.987
Year 2 44.5 41.6 2.9 0.221
Year 3 41.3 40.2 1.1 0.648
Year 4 40.0 39.3 0.7 0.765
Year 5 41.3 37.4 3.9 * 0.096
Year 6 31.1 31.2 -0.1 0.967

Average attendance rate (%)
Year 1 91.5 91.0 0.5 0.417
Year 2 87.9 88.3 -0.4 0.684
Year 3 84.6 86.3 -1.6 0.187
Year 4 82.4 82.7 -0.3 0.807
Year 5 79.9 80.3 -0.4 0.794
Year 6 71.0 69.3 1.7 0.345

Scored at proficient level or higher on ELAa (%)
Year 1 50.7 51.1 -0.4 0.861
Year 2 67.6 68.1 -0.5 0.816
Year 3 27.9 29.1 -1.3 0.541
Year 4 24.8 25.2 -0.4 0.846
Year 5 25.6 26.1 -0.5 0.818

Scored at proficient level or higher on matha (%)
Year 1 73.4 71.2 2.1 0.234
Year 2 80.3 78.6 1.7 0.351
Year 3 40.5 41.7 -1.3 0.561
Year 4 44.5 43.1 1.3 0.555
Year 5 41.8 42.0 -0.2 0.946

Sample size (total = 1,726) 862 864
(continued)

for Students in Grade 4 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.1
Impacts on Enrollment, Attendance, and Test Scores
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Table S2.1 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education 
administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and 

control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and 
control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 

and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
ELA = English language arts.
ELA and math exams are not given to students in grade 9.
aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed  

"proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Enrollment and graduation (%)
Enrolled in grade 8, Year 2 95.0 96.4 -1.3 0.179
Enrolled in grade 9, Year 3 87.6 89.9 -2.3 0.145
Enrolled in grade 10, Year 4 70.3 74.1 -3.9 * 0.076
Enrolled in grade 11, Year 5 56.4 57.3 -0.9 0.710
Enrolled in grade 12, Year 6 56.4 56.3 0.1 0.975

Enrolled in any grade in Year 6 79.7 80.5 -0.9 0.669

Graduated within 6 years of entering 7th grade 44.9 43.4 1.6 0.500

Dropped out within 6 years of entering 7th grade 10.4 9.9 0.5 0.731

Attendance rate 95% or higher (%)
Year 1 43.5 43.0 0.5 0.846
Year 2 36.6 35.0 1.6 0.477
Year 3 36.8 34.3 2.5 0.287
Year 4 26.7 24.9 1.8 0.402
Year 5 27.8 25.0 2.8 0.187
Year 6 17.5 16.8 0.8 0.678

Average attendance rate (%)
Year 1 91.1 90.8 0.3 0.533
Year 2 86.4 87.6 -1.2 0.185
Year 3 79.3 80.4 -1.0 0.462
Year 4 73.0 74.5 -1.5 0.343
Year 5 68.4 69.6 -1.2 0.482
Year 6 59.8 60.5 -0.7 0.720

Scored at proficient level or higher on ELAa (%)
Year 1 50.6 50.6 0.0 0.995
Year 2 46.5 46.0 0.5 0.809

Scored at proficient level or higher on matha (%)
Year 1 60.4 59.6 0.8 0.675
Year 2 61.9 63.5 -1.6 0.429

Attempted 11+ credits (%)
Year 3 78.0 79.0 -0.9 0.621
Year 4 77.3 77.2 0.1 0.963
Year 5 69.2 69.0 0.2 0.943
Year 6 53.0 52.3 0.7 0.782

(continued)

Impacts on Enrollment, Attendance, Test Scores, Credits, and Regents
 Exams for Students in Grade 7 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.2
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Earned 11+ credits
Year 3 (%) 50.9 50.7 0.2 0.931
Year 4 (%) 46.5 48.5 -2.0 0.403
Year 5 (%) 45.6 43.2 2.4 0.324
Year 6 (%) 34.5 34.5 0.0 0.995

Earned at least 44 credits, Years 3 to 6 (%) 45.6 44.5 1.2 0.629
Average number of credits earned, Years 3 to 6 32.3 32.3 0.0 0.997

Regents exams, Years 3 to 6
Number taken 6.9 6.9 0.0 0.898
Number passed 3.3 3.3 0.1 0.604
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 42.4 42.5 0.0 0.974

Sample size (total = 1,670) 823 847

Table S2.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education 
administrative records.

NOTES:  Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple 
observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 

and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
ELA = English language arts.
The Regents measures in this table include the following Regents exams: English, Math A, 

Math B, Geometry, Integrated Algebra, Algebra 2/Trigonometry, U.S. History and Government, 
Global History and Geography, Living Environment, Chemistry, Physics, and Earth Science.

aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed  
"proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Enrollment and graduation (%)
Enrolled in grade 10, Year 2 73.1 70.6 2.6 0.193
Enrolled in grade 11, Year 3 54.8 53.0 1.7 0.411
Enrolled in grade 12, Year 4 53.1 51.2 1.9 0.360

Enrolled in any grade in Year 4 80.1 79.2 0.9 0.610

Graduated within 4 years of entering 9th grade 49.2 48.2 1.1 0.621
Graduated within 6 years of entering 9th grade 53.9 52.3 1.6 0.420

Dropped out within 6 years of entering 9th grade 18.1 19.3 -1.1 0.505

Attendance rate 95% or higher (%)
Year 1 34.0 31.5 2.5 0.211
Year 2 28.8 23.7 5.1 *** 0.007
Year 3 25.1 21.9 3.1 * 0.089
Year 4 17.4 15.3 2.1 0.197

Average attendance rate (%)
Year 1 81.8 81.4 0.4 0.683
Year 2 75.3 74.3 1.0 0.439
Year 3 69.4 67.7 1.7 0.254
Year 4 60.7 59.7 1.1 0.508

Attempted 11+ credits (%)
Year 1 87.8 83.9 3.9 *** 0.006
Year 2 80.5 77.9 2.6 0.126
Year 3 71.0 68.0 3.0 0.126
Year 4 45.6 47.4 -1.9 0.403

Earned 11+ credits
Year 1 (%) 49.7 50.0 -0.3 0.896
Year 2 (%) 45.2 45.4 -0.2 0.928
Year 3 (%) 42.8 39.2 3.7 * 0.080
Year 4 (%) 31.6 31.5 0.1 0.961

Earned at least 44 credits, Years 1 to 4 (%) 41.5 40.5 0.9 0.652
Average number of credits earned, Years 1 to 4 32.7 31.9 0.8 0.300

Regents exams, Years 1 to 6
Number taken 6.2 6.0 0.2 0.263
Number passed 3.1 3.0 0.1 0.271
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 38.1 38.2 -0.1 0.942

Sample size (total = 1,978) 988 990
(continued)

Exams for Students in Grade 9 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.3

Impacts on Enrollment, Graduation, Attendance, Credits, and Regents 
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Table S2.3 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education 
administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and 

control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and 
control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 

and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
The Regents measures in this table include the following Regents exams: English, Math A, 

Math B, Geometry, Integrated Algebra, Algebra 2/Trigonometry, U.S. History and Government, 
Global History and Geography, Living Environment, Chemistry, Physics, and Earth Science.



 

 

  

Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Enrollment and graduation (%)
Enrolled in grade 12, Year 4 77.6 71.8 5.8 47.5 47.0 0.5  
Enrolled in any grade in Year 4 91.1 89.3 1.8 81.9 80.5 1.4  
Graduated within 4 years of entering 9th grade 74.8 71.3 3.5 41.7 42.2 -0.5  
Graduated within 6 years of entering 9th grade 78.9 75.8 3.1 50.8 49.2 1.6  
Dropped out within 6 years of entering 9th grade 9.2 10.0 -0.8 26.3 25.1 1.2  
Attendance rate 95% or higher (%)
Year 1 53.8 46.9 7.0 * 29.0 26.9 2.1  
Year 2 50.8 36.7 14.1 *** 21.8 19.4 2.4 ††
Year 3 42.6 34.4 8.2 ** 19.2 18.1 1.0  
Year 4 28.8 23.2 5.6 14.1 13.2 0.8  
Average attendance rate (%)
Year 1 91.4 88.1 3.3 ** 82.2 81.5 0.6  
Year 2 87.9 82.9 5.1 *** 74.0 74.0 0.0 ††
Year 3 82.8 78.2 4.6 ** 67.8 66.7 1.1  
Year 4 75.6 72.6 3.0 59.2 58.9 0.3  
Attempted 11+ credits (%)
Year 1 95.7 91.5 4.2 ** 90.5 84.9 5.6 ***  
Year 2 92.3 89.5 2.9 80.8 78.8 2.1  
Year 3 86.9 81.1 5.9 * 71.2 69.0 2.2  
Year 4 51.3 59.7 -8.3 ** 48.3 47.2 1.1 †

(continued)

Proficient on 
8th Grade Math Testa 8th Grade Math Testa

Not Proficient on 

Table S2.4

at the Time of Random Assignment, by Performance on Math Test in the Prior Year (Grade 8) 
Impacts on Enrollment, Graduation, Attendance, Credits, and Regents Exams for Students in Grade 9
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Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Earned 11+ credits
Year 1 (%) 77.4 68.9 8.5 ** 43.5 47.1 -3.6 †††
Year 2 (%) 71.5 62.8 8.7 ** 37.6 41.5 -3.9 †††
Year 3 (%) 64.2 57.5 6.7 * 37.3 35.0 2.3  
Year 4 (%) 42.2 44.6 -2.4 30.6 29.4 1.2  
Earned at least 44 credits, Years 1 to 4 (%) 64.4 60.4 4.1 36.9 36.8 0.1  
Average number of credits earned, Years 1 to 4 43.5 41.3 2.3 * 30.8 30.6 0.2  
Regents exams, Years 1 to 6
Number taken 7.4 7.2 0.2 6.2 6.0 0.2  
Number passed 5.2 5.0 0.1 2.4 2.3 0.1  
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 70.2 71.2 -1.0 27.4 26.4 1.0  
Rewards earned, Years 1 to 3b ($)
Total amount earned 4,490 -- -- 2,369 -- --
Amount earned from attendance 815 -- -- 460 -- --
Amount earned from Regents exams 2,237 -- -- 1,072 -- --
Amount earned from earning 11+ credits 1,297 -- -- 745 -- --

Sample size (total = 1,726) 298 285 565 578
(continued)

8th Grade Math Testa8th Grade Math Testa
Not Proficient on Proficient on 

Table S2.4 (continued)



 

 

 

Table S2.4 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. The p-value indicates the 

likelihood that the difference between the program and control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: 
*** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: 
††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members.
Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
The Regents measures in this table include the following Regents exams: English, Math A, Math B, Geometry, Integrated Algebra, Algebra 

2/Trigonometry, U.S. History and Government, Global History and Geography, Living Environment, Chemistry, Physics, and Earth Science.
A double dash (--) indicates "not applicable."

aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed "proficient." 
bReward amounts are calculated among all program group members in each subgroup, including rhose who did not earn any education 

rewards. The total amount includes other rewards for education activities not listed.
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Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Enrollment and graduation (%)
Enrolled in grade 12, Year 4 78.4 68.2 10.1 *** 48.3 50.3 -2.0 ††
Enrolled in any grade in Year 4 90.9 89.0 1.9 82.7 81.3 1.4  
Graduated within 4 years of entering 9th grade 74.8 66.9 8.0 ** 43.2 45.9 -2.8 ††
Graduated within 6 years of entering 9th grade 81.7 72.2 9.5 *** 50.8 52.5 -1.6 ††
Dropped out within 6 years of entering 9th grade 8.9 10.5 -1.6 26.0 23.7 2.4  
Attendance rate 95% or higher (%)
Year 1 54.9 42.3 12.6 *** 29.6 29.6 0.1 ††
Year 2 47.0 33.9 13.1 *** 24.3 21.5 2.8 ††
Year 3 40.3 30.8 9.5 ** 21.4 20.4 1.0 †
Year 4 28.1 23.0 5.2 14.8 14.3 0.5  
Average attendance rate (%)
Year 1 92.0 86.9 5.1 *** 82.1 82.3 -0.2 †††
Year 2 87.5 81.4 6.1 *** 74.9 75.1 -0.3 ††
Year 3 83.9 77.1 6.8 *** 68.1 67.7 0.4 ††
Year 4 76.7 71.6 5.1 * 59.8 60.4 -0.6  
Attempted 11+ credits (%)
Year 1 95.8 91.6 4.2 ** 90.7 85.5 5.1 ***  
Year 2 93.0 86.3 6.6 ** 80.9 80.4 0.4 †
Year 3 87.7 80.3 7.4 ** 71.8 70.1 1.7  
Year 4 53.3 58.8 -5.5 48.3 48.8 -0.5  

(continued)

Proficient on 
8th Grade ELA Testa 8th Grade ELA Testa

Not Proficient on 

Table S2.5

for Students in Grade 9 at the Time of Random Assignment, by Performance
Impacts on Enrollment, Graduation, Attendance, Credits, and Regents Exams 

on English Language Arts (ELA) Test in the Prior Year (Grade 8) 
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Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Earned 11+ credits
Year 1 (%) 76.3 66.1 10.2 *** 45.0 49.6 -4.6 †††
Year 2 (%) 71.3 58.5 12.9 *** 38.0 44.5 -6.5 ** †††
Year 3 (%) 65.1 53.4 11.8 *** 37.8 37.9 -0.1 ††
Year 4 (%) 42.8 43.8 -1.0 31.1 31.0 0.1  
Earned at least 44 credits, Years 1 to 4 (%) 66.1 56.6 9.6 ** 36.9 39.8 -2.8 ††
Average number of credits earned, Years 1 to 4 44.3 40.0 4.3 *** 30.9 31.8 -0.8 †††
Regents exams, Years 1 to 6
Number taken 7.4 6.7 0.7 ** 6.3 6.3 0.0 †
Number passed 5.1 4.7 0.4 ** 2.6 2.6 0.0 †
Passed at least 5 exams  (%) 74.0 65.4 8.6 ** 27.1 31.4 -4.3 * †††

Rewards earned, Years 1 to 3 ($)
Total amount earned 4,536 -- -- 2,447 -- --
Amount earned from attendance 800 -- -- 483 -- --
Amount earned from Regents exams 2,276 -- -- 1,109 -- --
Amount earned from earning 11+ credits 1,308 -- -- 764 -- --

Sample size (total = 1,700) 271 256 576 597
(continued)

Not Proficient on Proficient on 
8th Grade ELA Testa

Table S2.5 (continued)

8th Grade ELA Testa



 

 

  

Table S2.5 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values. 
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. The p-value indicates the 

likelihood that the difference between the program and control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: 
*** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: 
††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample 
members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
The Regents measures in this table include the following Regents exams: English, Math A, Math B, Geometry, Integrated Algebra, 

Algebra 2/Trigonometry, U.S. History and Government, Global History and Geography, Living Environment, Chemistry, Physics, and Earth 
Science.

A double dash (--) indicates "not applicable."
aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed "proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.
Proficient on 3rd grade math testa (%)
Enrolled in grade 9, Year 6 78.0 78.2 -0.2 0.929  
Attendance rate

Years 1 to 3 92.3 91.9 0.4 0.526  
Year 4 83.2 83.2 -0.1 0.976  
Year 5 81.4 81.1 0.3 0.857  
Year 6 72.5 70.0 2.5 0.232  

Scored at proficient level or higher on 
ELA, Year 4 29.9 31.7 -1.8 0.455  
Math, Year 4 53.2 53.1 0.1 0.972  
ELA, Year 5 30.8 31.2 -0.4 0.858  
Math, Year 5 48.5 47.7 0.8 0.778  

Sample size (total = 1,290) 656 634
Not proficient on 3rd grade math testa (%)
Enrolled in grade 9, Year 6 65.2 68.8 -3.7 0.479  
Attendance rate

Years 1 to 3 89.5 90.4 -0.9 0.370  
Year 4 81.9 81.4 0.6 0.846  
Year 5 77.0 78.2 -1.3 0.711  
Year 6 69.6 67.3 2.3 0.556  

Scored at proficient level or higher on
ELA, Year 4 7.3 4.4 3.0 0.323  
Math, Year 4 13.1 9.2 3.9 0.288  
ELA, Year 5 7.3 7.7 -0.4 0.906  
Math, Year 5 18.7 20.5 -1.7 0.706  

Sample size (total = 377) 178 199
Proficient on 3rd grade ELA testa (%)
Enrolled in grade 9, Year 6 80.5 79.5 1.0 0.746  
Attendance rate

Years 1 to 3 92.1 92.6 -0.5 0.505  
Year 4 81.4 82.4 -1.0 0.672  
Year 5 79.6 80.6 -1.0 0.667  
Year 6 72.5 69.4 3.1 0.273  

Scored at proficient level or higher on 
ELA, Year 4 41.9 46.3 -4.3 0.238  
Math, Year 4 59.0 63.9 -4.9 0.167 ††
ELA, Year 5 42.1 44.9 -2.8 0.440  
Math, Year 5 54.8 57.7 -2.9 0.433  

Sample size (total = 760) 382 378
(continued)

Table S2.6

Impacts on School Outcomes for Students in Grade 4 at the 
Time of Random Assignment, by Performance in the Prior Year (Grade 3)
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Not proficient on 3rd grade ELA testa (%)

Enrolled in grade 9, Year 6 70.9 72.6 -1.8 0.569  

Attendance rate
Years 1 to 3 91.2 90.5 0.7 0.371  
Year 4 84.8 82.9 1.9 0.296  
Year 5 81.3 80.4 0.9 0.647  
Year 6 71.1 69.8 1.3 0.600  

Scored at proficient level or higher on
ELA, Year 4 10.6 8.5 2.0 0.337  
Math, Year 4 32.1 25.5 6.6 ** 0.030 ††
ELA, Year 5 12.0 10.7 1.4 0.561  
Math, Year 5 30.3 27.3 3.1 0.340  

Sample size (total = 878) 437 441

Table S2.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education 
administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple 
observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 

and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
ELA = English language arts.
ELA and math exams are not given to students in grade 9.

aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed  
"proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.
Proficient on 6th grade math testa

Enrolled in grade 12, Year 6 (%) 66.2 66.8 -0.6 0.862  
Graduated within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 55.6 56.6 -1.0 0.775  
Dropped out within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 6.6 4.2 2.4 0.122  

Attendance rate (%)
Years 1 to 3 91.6 91.5 0.2 0.794  
Year 4 76.9 78.6 -1.7 0.415  
Year 5 73.4 74.9 -1.5 0.513  
Year 6 63.4 66.3 -2.9 0.261  

Earned at least 11 credits (%)
Year 4 54.7 59.1 -4.4 0.190  
Year 5 53.3 54.2 -1.0 0.774 †
Year 6 38.4 41.9 -3.5 0.300  

Regents exams, Years 3 to 6
Number taken 7.1 7.5 -0.4 0.198 †
Number passed 4.4 4.5 -0.2 0.407  
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 57.9 61.6 -3.8 0.268  

Sample size (total = 854) 432 422
Not proficient on 6th grade math testa

Enrolled in grade 12, Year 6 (%) 45.8 44.4 1.5 0.685  
Graduated within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 34.4 29.4 5.0 0.138  
Dropped out within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 14.5 15.4 -0.9 0.737  

Attendance rate (%)
Years 1 to 3 86.3 86.4 -0.1 0.928  
Year 4 68.8 70.3 -1.4 0.532  
Year 5 63.6 63.8 -0.2 0.943  
Year 6 56.2 54.0 2.2 0.425  

Earned at least 11 credits (%)
Year 4 38.8 37.7 1.1 0.767  
Year 5 38.8 31.6 7.3 ** 0.036 †
Year 6 30.9 27.6 3.3 0.313  

Regents exams, Years 3 to 6
Number taken 6.9 6.4 0.5 0.237 †
Number passed 2.2 2.0 0.3 0.123  
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 25.4 22.8 2.6 0.381  

Sample size (total = 761) 370 391
(continued)

Time of Random Assignment, by Performance in the Prior Year (Grade 6)
Impacts on School Outcomes for Students in Grade 7 at the 

Table S2.7
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value

Proficient on 6th grade ELA testa

Enrolled in grade 12, Year 6 (%) 65.0 64.4 0.6 0.876  

Graduated within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 53.5 53.5 0.1 0.991  

Dropped out within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 7.5 6.8 0.8 0.716  

Attendance rate (%)
Years 1 to 3 91.9 91.1 0.8 0.272  
Year 4 76.0 76.8 -0.8 0.762  
Year 5 72.9 73.1 -0.2 0.955  
Year 6 62.3 61.7 0.6 0.840  

Earned at least 11 credits (%)
Year 4 54.0 54.6 -0.6 0.877  
Year 5 52.5 49.5 3.0 0.455  
Year 6 35.0 37.4 -2.4 0.536  

Regents exams, Years 3 to 6
Number taken 6.8 6.7 0.1 0.789  
Number passed 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.933  
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 58.2 59.9 -1.7 0.672  

Sample size (total = 600) 301 299

Not proficient on 6th grade ELA testa

Enrolled in grade 12, Year 6 (%) 52.0 51.9 0.2 0.962  

Graduated within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 41.2 38.0 3.3 0.280  

Dropped out within 6 years of entering 7th grade (%) 11.8 11.8 0.0 0.997  

Attendance rate (%)
Years 1 to 3 87.6 87.7 -0.1 0.903  
Year 4 71.5 73.0 -1.5 0.455  
Year 5 66.6 67.8 -1.3 0.569  
Year 6 59.0 60.1 -1.1 0.647  

Earned at least 11 credits (%)
Year 4 43.0 45.6 -2.5 0.415  
Year 5 43.0 39.8 3.1 0.308  
Year 6 34.8 33.9 0.9 0.778  

Regents exams, Years 3 to 6
Number taken 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.899  
Number passed 2.7 2.6 0.1 0.460  
Passed at least 5 exams (%) 34.1 32.6 1.4 0.608  

Sample size (total = 993) 490 503
(continued)

Table S2.7 (continued)
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Table S2.7 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education 
administrative records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple 
observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cover the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 

and 2012-2013 school years, respectively. 
The Regents measures in this table include the following Regents exams: English, Math A, 

Math B, Geometry, Integrated Algebra, Algebra 2/Trigonometry, U.S. History and Government, 
Global History and Geography, Living Environment, Chemistry, Physics, and Earth Science.

aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed 
"proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Ever within the 6-year follow-up period (%)

Enrolled at any postsecondary institution 24.1 23.1 1.0 0.625
2-year 9.9 9.4 0.5 0.739
4-year 14.9 14.7 0.3 0.869
Highest level ever enrolled was full time 14.2 13.4 0.8 0.638
Highest level ever enrolled was part time 4.7 3.8 0.9 0.380
Enrolled in 4-year and full time 10.7 10.3 0.4 0.796
Enrolled in 2-year and full time 3.8 3.5 0.4 0.694

Sample size (total = 1,670) 823 847

for Students in Grade 7 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.8

Impacts on Postsecondary Enrollment

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple 
observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
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Program Control Difference
Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Ever within the 6-year follow-up period (%)

Enrolled at any postsecondary institution 39.9 42.5 -2.6 0.204
2-year 20.5 22.5 -2.0 0.281
4-year 22.5 22.8 -0.4 0.841
Highest level ever enrolled was full time 27.5 28.8 -1.3 0.510
Highest level ever enrolled was part time 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.993
Enrolled in 4-year and full time 18.8 17.7 1.2 0.475
Enrolled in 2-year and full time 11.2 13.5 -2.3 0.127

Sample size (total = 1,978) 988 990

for Students in Grade 9 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.9

Impacts on Postsecondary Enrollment 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and 

control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and 
control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
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Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Ever within the 6-year follow-up period (%)

Enrolled at any postsecondary institution 62.5 61.2 1.4 33.8 38.9 -5.0 *  
2-year 21.3 26.3 -5.0 21.5 23.1 -1.6  
4-year 46.0 38.8 7.1 * 15.4 18.2 -2.8 ††
Highest level ever enrolled was full time 49.9 40.6 9.3 ** 21.4 26.8 -5.4 ** †††
Highest level ever enrolled was part time 4.7 4.9 -0.2 4.2 4.0 0.2  
Enrolled in 4-year and full time 40.9 31.2 9.7 ** 12.2 13.5 -1.4 ††
Enrolled in 2-year and full time 12.4 13.7 -1.3 11.9 14.8 -2.9  

Sample size (total = 1,700) 271 256 576 597

Table S2.10
Impacts on Postsecondary Enrollment for Students in Grade 9 at the Time of Random Assignment,

by Performance on English Language Arts (ELA) Test in the Prior Year (Grade 8)
Proficient on Not Proficient on 

8th Grade ELA Testa 8th Grade ELA Testa

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. The p-value indicates the 

likelihood that the difference between the program and control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: 
*** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: 
††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. 
Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed "proficient." 
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Program Control Difference Program Control Difference
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Group Group (Impact) Sig.

Ever within the 6-year follow-up period (%)

Enrolled at any postsecondary institution 64.1 66.0 -1.9 31.5 35.2 -3.7  
2-year 21.5 27.7 -6.2 * 21.2 21.8 -0.6  
4-year 48.1 43.1 5.0 12.8 15.2 -2.5  
Highest level ever enrolled was full time 49.8 47.1 2.6 20.6 22.9 -2.4  
Highest level ever enrolled was part time 4.7 7.3 -2.6 4.0 2.8 1.2  
Enrolled in 4-year and full time 41.8 34.6 7.2 * 10.7 11.0 -0.3 †
Enrolled in 2-year and full time 12.4 16.3 -3.9 11.9 13.5 -1.6  

Sample size (total = 1,726) 298 285 565 578

8th Grade Math Testa 8th Grade Math Testa

Table S2.11
Impacts on Postsecondary Enrollment for Students in Grade 9 at the Time of Random Assignment,

 by Performance on Math Test in the Prior Year (Grade 8)
Proficient on Not Proficient on 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse.
NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood 
that the difference between the program and control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: 
††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. 
Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed "proficient." 
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Program Control Difference
Follow-Up Year, Grade Level, and Outcome Group  Group (Impact) P-Value

Year 5, Grades 3-4
ELA scale score 659.4 657.8 1.6 0.429
Scored at proficient level or higher on ELAa (%) 39.8 34.5 5.3 0.191
Math scale score 680.6 677.1 3.5 0.134
Scored at proficient level or higher on matha (%) 52.8 44.6 8.2 * 0.052
Average attendance rate (%) 87.6 87.4 0.2 0.927
Attendance rate 95% or higher (%) 45.6 43.7 1.9 0.649

Sample size (total = 597) 319          278          

Year 6, Grades 3-5
ELA scale score 288.7 287.6 1.2 0.611
Scored at proficient level or higher on ELAa (%) 18.1 12.8 5.3 ** 0.048
Math scale score 288.6 285.8 2.8 0.227
Scored at proficient level or higher on matha (%) 21.4 15.9 5.5 * 0.062
Average attendance rate (%) 85.8 85.1 0.7 0.686
Attendance rate 95% or higher (%) 39.2 39.2 0.0 0.996

Sample size (total = 788) 410          378          

 at the Time of Random Assignment

Table S2.12

Impacts on Test Scores for Children Ages 2 Through 7

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York City Department of Education administrative 
records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to the differences between outcomes for the program and control groups. 

The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control groups arose by 
chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment 
characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for multiple observations per 
family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
Years 5 and 6 cover the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school years, respectively.
The Year 6 proficiency percentages should not be compared directly with prior-year results. Unlike 

prior years, proficiency in Year 6 is based on the Common Core State Standard.
The ages used in this table are based on the age recorded in the Baseline Information Form.  There are 

three age values that fall outside this range.
aIn New York State, students who score at a level of 3 or higher on a 4-point scale are deemed  

"proficient." 
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III. Impacts on Receipt of Medicaid 
Family Rewards offered cash payments for maintaining health insurance and for getting preven-
tive medical and dental care, although the health insurance rewards were dropped in the final 
two years of the program. Effects on health were examined largely through the two surveys that 
were administered at 18 months and 42 months after random assignment. At the 18-month 
point, the program led to small improvements in several health-related behaviors and outcomes. 
Parents in the program group were more likely than those in the control group to have health 
insurance, to have visited the dentist, and to report treating a specific health condition. They also 
reported better health, as measured by the self-reported health status scale. By the 42-month 
point, however, only the effects on health coverage and dental visits had persisted.  

Effects on health coverage were also examined using administrative records data on 
Medicaid coverage for adults and children. This section presents the findings through Year 6 of 
the study follow-up period. It also presents effects for those receiving Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families/Safety Net Assistance (TANF/SNA) at study entry versus those who were not 
receiving TANF/SNA at study entry, since, according to the program design, TANF/SNA re-
cipients did not receive rewards for maintaining health insurance coverage because that cover-
age was near automatic. MDRC’s interim report documented that the program led to an increase 
in continuous Medicaid coverage (having coverage in all quarters of a given year) during fol-
low-up Years 1 and 2 for adults, driven largely by adults who were not TANF/SNA recipients.1 
There were no effects for children. 

Tables S3.1 (for parents) and S3.2 (for children) present the longer-term results. The ta-
bles examine effects on Medicaid coverage at a point in time — the fourth quarter of 2013, or 
roughly the end of the sixth year of follow-up for study participants.2 In addition, the tables 
show Medicaid coverage overall and whether it is provided along with public assistance (that is, 
TANF or SNA) or independent of public assistance in the fourth quarter. Individuals receiving 
public assistance are automatically enrolled in Medicaid.  

Impacts are estimated separately by TANF/SNA receipt at study entry. As mentioned, 
because individuals receiving TANF or SNA benefits are automatically enrolled in Medicaid, 
they did not receive rewards during the first two years of the program for maintaining health 
insurance coverage. Therefore, the program was less likely to increase coverage for public assis-
tance recipients. 

                                                      
1Riccio et al. (2013). 
2Longer-term data were not collected on families’ receipt of health insurance coverage through the Chil-

dren’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), which previous reports showed was received by less than 5 percent 
of children in the study. CHIP targets uninsured children in families with incomes that are too high to qualify 
for Medicaid. 
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Table S3.1 (page 35) shows that the program had no effect on the rate of Medicaid cov-
erage for adults during Quarter 4, 2013. Thus, despite the program’s effects on sustained cover-
age during the first three years of follow-up (shown in the interim report),3 there are no effects 
on Medicaid receipt at the end of Year 6. Table S3.2 (page 36) shows no effect overall for chil-
dren, although the program did lead to a small increase in coverage for children in families who 
were receiving TANF/SNA at study entry. It is not clear what to make of this finding, given the 
lack of effects for children during the first three years of the study, and given that most of the 
earlier effects for adults were for those not receiving TANF/SNA at study entry. 

 

                                                      
3Riccio et al. (2013). 
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Full sample
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 57.0 56.5 0.6  0.66

With public assistance 14.0 14.7 -0.7  0.47
Independent of public assistance 43.0 41.8 1.2  0.36

Sample size (total = 4,995)          2,515          2,480 

Not receiving TANF/SNA at baseline 
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 51.7 51.1 0.6  0.69  

With public assistance 8.7 9.4 -0.7  0.44  
Independent of public assistance 43.0 41.7 1.3  0.40  

Sample size (total = 3,716)          1,848          1,868 

Receiving TANF/SNA at baseline 
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 73.8 72.8 1.1  0.68  

With public assistance 31.8 31.1 0.7  0.81  
Independent of public assistance 42.0 41.6 0.4  0.89  

Sample size (total = 1,128) 583 545

 Table S3.1 

 Impacts on Parents' Medicaid Coverage, Quarter 4, 2013

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the New York City Human Resources Administration 
(HRA) Medicaid coverage data.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and 

control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and 
control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 
percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. 

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Full sample
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 54.3 53.4 0.9  0.45

With public assistance 15.4 16.4 -1.0  0.28
Independent of public assistance 38.9 37.0 1.9  0.12

Sample size (total = 11,329)          5,680          5,649 

Not receiving TANF/SNA at baseline 
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 50.3 50.5 -0.1  0.93 †

With public assistance 9.3 10.2 -0.9  0.31  
Independent of public assistance 41.1 40.3 0.8  0.58 †

Sample size (total = 8,087)          4,026          4,061 

Receiving TANF/SNA at baseline 
Covered by Medicaid in Q4 (%) 64.7 60.0 4.6 * 0.06 †

With public assistance 31.7 33.0 -1.3  0.59  
Independent of public assistance 33.0 27.0 5.9 *** 0.01 †

Sample size (total = 2,910)          1,476          1,434 

 Table S3.2

 Impacts on Child Medicaid Coverage, Quarter 4, 2013

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the New York City Human Resources Administration 
(HRA) Medicaid coverage data.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; 
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. 

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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IV. Impacts on Parents’ Employment 
and Earnings 

Family Rewards differed from most other conditional cash transfer (CCT) programs in that it 
offered cash rewards for parents’ work and work-related training. Parents who worked full time 
(defined as at least 30 hours per week for six of every eight weeks) could receive $300 every 
two months, or up to $1,800 per year. By increasing the payoff to work, the reward was intend-
ed to create an incentive for parents to find full-time jobs, to move from part-time into full-time 
work, or to stay in full-time work. The program also offered rewards for parents to complete 
approved training courses, although few parents took up this offer. 

As noted in the final report, the program led to modest increases in employment in jobs 
that were not reported to the unemployment insurance (UI) system. However, it had little over-
all effect on employment in UI-covered jobs, and, according to subgroup analyses, led to a 
small reduction in UI-covered employment and earnings among more disadvantaged adults in 
the study.1 

This section presents effects on UI-covered employment and earnings through Year 5 
of the study, for the full sample and three key subgroups, defined by education level, prior em-
ployment, and income level. Tables S4.1 through S4.4 (pages 38 to 44) present the results. For 
the full sample, Table S4.1 shows that the program had little effect on UI-covered employment, 
with the exception of a small reduction in work in Year 1. This lack of effects for the full sam-
ple masks negative effects for more disadvantaged adults. The remaining tables illustrate that 
the more disadvantaged groups — for example, the less educated, those with less work history, 
and those with less income at baseline — experienced more sustained reductions in work as a 
result of participating in the program. Although the differences in impacts between groups are 
not always statistically significant, the pattern suggests one in which those with a more marginal 
connection to the labor force cut back their work effort in response to the program. This pattern 
is seen particularly for the group that had income below 50 percent of the federal poverty level 
at baseline, where the program reduced employment rates in every year and led to a reduction in 
total UI earnings of about 16 percent (or nearly $3,000). The reductions in UI-covered work 
among more disadvantaged parents may be driven by a so-called income effect — a re-
duced motivation to find employment because of the substantial rewards that these fami-
lies were earning in the program’s health and education domains. 

  

                                                      
1Riccio and Miller (2016). 
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Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings,
Study Follow-Up Years 1 to 5

Program Control Difference
Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 66.8 69.1 -2.3 ** 0.021
Year 1 56.3 58.7 -2.4 *** 0.008
Year 2 55.0 56.2 -1.2 0.240
Year 3 52.5 53.4 -0.9 0.422
Year 4 52.2 52.8 -0.6 0.619
Year 5 51.6 53.2 -1.6 0.171

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 46.8 47.6 -0.9 0.270
Year 1 49.1 50.4 -1.3 * 0.098
Year 2 47.8 48.8 -1.0 0.273
Year 3 46.1 46.8 -0.7 0.500
Year 4 45.8 45.3 0.4 0.664
Year 5 44.9 46.7 -1.8 * 0.082

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5 62,036 62,947 -911 0.496
Year 1 12,154 12,376 -221 0.323
Year 2 12,363 12,631 -268 0.351
Year 3 12,421 12,598 -177 0.587
Year 4 12,612 12,596 16 0.964
Year 5 12,485 12,746 -261 0.476

Sample size (total = 4,993) 2,513 2,480

Table S4.1

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from New York State unemployment insurance (UI) 
wage records.

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and 

control groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program 
and control groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** 
= 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-
random assignment characteristics for sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to 
account for multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed.
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the New York State 

UI program. It does not include employment outside of New York State, nor in jobs not 
covered by the UI system (for example, "off-the-books" jobs and federal government jobs).  
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Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings, by Respondent's 
Education Level at the Time of Random Assignment

Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

High school diploma/GED certificate
or higher at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 74.1 76.0 -2.0 0.114  
Year 1 65.3 66.6 -1.3 0.261  
Year 2 63.4 63.1 0.3 0.844 †
Year 3 60.6 60.0 0.6 0.663  
Year 4 60.6 59.8 0.7 0.618  
Year 5 59.1 60.2 -1.1 0.451  

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 55.1 54.5 0.6 0.561 ††
Year 1 57.9 58.7 -0.8 0.435  
Year 2 56.5 55.6 0.9 0.442 ††
Year 3 54.4 53.3 1.1 0.401 ††
Year 4 54.0 51.9 2.1 0.122 †
Year 5 52.7 53.0 -0.3 0.810  

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5     81,411    81,466 -55 0.978  
Year 1     15,730    16,084 -354 0.276  
Year 2     16,233    16,234 -2 0.996  
Year 3     16,378    16,238 140 0.775  
Year 4     16,674    16,361 313 0.555  
Year 5     16,395    16,548 -153 0.783  

Sample size (total = 2,863) 1,404 1,459  
No high school diploma/GED certificate 
at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 57.5 60.7 -3.1 * 0.081  
Year 1 44.2 48.4 -4.2 *** 0.007  
Year 2 43.9 47.4 -3.5 ** 0.042 †
Year 3 41.8 44.6 -2.8 0.116  
Year 4 41.4 43.4 -2.0 0.271  
Year 5 41.5 43.8 -2.3 0.227  

(continued)

Table S4.2
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Table S4.2 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 35.5 38.5 -3.0 ** 0.018 ††
Year 1 37.1 39.6 -2.5 ** 0.049  
Year 2 36.2 40.0 -3.8 ** 0.010 ††
Year 3 35.2 38.1 -2.9 * 0.060 ††
Year 4 34.8 36.6 -1.8 0.256 †
Year 5 34.4 38.1 -3.8 ** 0.024  

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5     34,579    37,512 -2,934 * 0.074  
Year 1       7,011      7,249 -238 0.414  
Year 2       6,902      7,713 -811 ** 0.033  
Year 3       6,850      7,586 -736 * 0.062  
Year 4       6,873      7,426 -553 0.182  
Year 5       6,942      7,538 -596 0.168  

Sample size (total = 1,960) 1,021 939

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from New York State unemployment insurance (UI) 
wage records. 

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values. 
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the differences between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; 
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 
percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed.
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the New York State UI 

program. It does not include employment outside of New York State, nor in jobs not covered by 
the UI system (for example, "off-the-books" jobs and federal government jobs).
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Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings, by Respondent's 
Employment Status at the Time of Random Assignment

Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Employed at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 87.4 88.6 -1.1 0.236  
Year 1 83.1 84.2 -1.1 0.255 †
Year 2 79.5 80.3 -0.9 0.486  
Year 3 76.5 76.4 0.1 0.968  
Year 4 75.3 74.3 1.0 0.514  
Year 5 72.8 74.1 -1.3 0.391  

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 71.6 71.3 0.3 0.783 †
Year 1 77.2 77.8 -0.6 0.533  
Year 2 73.3 73.0 0.4 0.777  
Year 3 70.9 70.1 0.8 0.572  
Year 4 69.6 67.3 2.3 0.120 ††
Year 5 66.9 68.2 -1.3 0.374  

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5 102,409 102,931 -522 0.809  
Year 1 20,522 20,837 -315 0.372  
Year 2 20,326 20,731 -405 0.381  
Year 3 20,496 20,469 26 0.961  
Year 4 20,741 20,458 283 0.619  
Year 5 20,325 20,435 -110 0.856  

Sample size (total = 2,633) 1,324 1,309

Not employed at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 43.5 47.4 -3.9 ** 0.040  
Year 1 25.7 30.0 -4.3 ** 0.011 †
Year 2 27.3 29.1 -1.8 0.295  
Year 3 25.6 27.7 -2.1 0.221  
Year 4 26.2 28.8 -2.6 0.145  
Year 5 27.4 29.8 -2.3 0.195  

(continued)

Table S4.3
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Table S4.3 (continued)
Porgram Control Difference

Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 18.7 21.1 -2.4 ** 0.036 †
Year 1 17.2 19.7 -2.6 ** 0.042  
Year 2 19.0 21.6 -2.6 * 0.057  
Year 3 18.3 20.7 -2.4 * 0.094  
Year 4 18.9 20.8 -1.9 0.183 ††
Year 5 20.0 22.6 -2.5 * 0.088  

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5 16,412 18,051 -1,640 0.268  
Year 1 2,685 2,862 -177 0.502  
Year 2 3,390 3,529 -139 0.671  
Year 3 3,311 3,751 -440 0.208  
Year 4 3,399 3,788 -389 0.293  
Year 5 3,628 4,122 -494 0.196  

Sample size (total = 2,282) 1,147 1,135

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from New York State unemployment insurance (UI) 
wage records. 

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values. 
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the differences between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; 
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 
percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed.
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the New York State UI 

program. It does not include employment outside of New York State, nor in jobs not covered by 
the UI system (for example, "off-the-books" jobs and federal government jobs).
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Poverty Level at the Time of Random Assignment

Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Income at or above 50% of FPL
at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 84.0 84.3 -0.4 0.732 †††
Year 1 76.1 77.7 -1.7 0.100  
Year 2 74.1 74.5 -0.5 0.704  
Year 3 70.5 70.0 0.5 0.690 ††
Year 4 68.8 68.2 0.7 0.634 †
Year 5 67.3 67.8 -0.5 0.722  

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 64.3 64.2 0.1 0.928 ††
Year 1 69.0 70.0 -1.0 0.259  
Year 2 66.2 66.6 -0.4 0.736  
Year 3 63.6 63.2 0.4 0.732 ††
Year 4 62.3 60.5 1.8 0.166 ††
Year 5 60.4 60.8 -0.4 0.764 ††

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5    91,639    91,822 -183 0.926  
Year 1    18,355    18,646 -291 0.381  
Year 2    18,350    18,616 -266 0.531  
Year 3    18,373    18,316 57 0.906  
Year 4    18,423    18,153 270 0.600  
Year 5    18,138    18,091 47 0.931  

Sample size (total = 3,062) 1,584 1,478  

Income less than 50% of FPL at baseline

Ever employed (%)
Years 1-5 39.0 45.3 -6.3 *** 0.002 †††
Year 1 24.2 29.1 -4.9 *** 0.005  
Year 2 24.1 27.8 -3.7 ** 0.042  
Year 3 23.4 27.4 -4.0 ** 0.027 ††
Year 4 25.4 28.8 -3.4 * 0.072 †
Year 5 26.1 30.4 -4.3 ** 0.026  

(continued)

Table S4.4

Impacts on Employment and Earnings, by Respondent's
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Table S4.4 (continued)

Program Control Difference
Subgroup and Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Sig.

Average quarterly employment (%)
Years 1-5 18.3 21.8 -3.5 *** 0.005 ††
Year 1 17.0 19.9 -3.0 ** 0.021  
Year 2 18.1 21.2 -3.2 ** 0.031  
Year 3 17.8 21.2 -3.5 ** 0.020 ††
Year 4 18.9 21.7 -2.8 * 0.078 ††
Year 5 19.6 24.7 -5.1 *** 0.002 ††

Total earnings ($)
Years 1-5    14,624    17,514 -2,890 ** 0.046  
Year 1      2,239      2,517 -278 0.221  
Year 2      2,804      3,202 -398 0.204  
Year 3      2,894      3,587 -693 ** 0.038  
Year 4      3,294      3,855 -561 0.141  
Year 5      3,393      4,353 -959 ** 0.017  

Sample size (total = 1,931) 929 1,002

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from New York State unemployment insurance (UI) 
wage records. 

NOTES: Sample sizes may vary because of missing values. 
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between outcomes for the program and control 

groups. The p-value indicates the likelihood that the differences between the program and control 
groups arose by chance. Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 
5 percent; * = 10 percent.

Differences across subgroup impacts were tested for statistical significance. Statistical 
significance levels (Sig.) are indicated as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent.

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Standard errors were adjusted to account for 
multiple observations per family.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed.
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the New York State UI 

program. It does not include employment outside of New York State, nor in jobs not covered by the 
UI system (for example, "off-the-books" jobs and federal government jobs).

FPL is federal poverty level.
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V. Estimates of Program Costs 
This section summarizes the cost analysis of Family Rewards. It first presents the estimates of 
program costs, and then presents detailed information on cost estimation data and methods. Be-
cause Family Rewards is one of the first conditional cash transfer (CCT) programs in the United 
States, it is useful to examine the cost of running this type of program. Conditional cash transfer 
programs started in low- and middle-income countries, and the cost is likely to be quite different 
in a high-income country like the United States.  

Cost Analysis Results 
The Family Rewards program cost was $13,093 per household over the three-year program pe-
riod, as presented in Table S5.1 (page 54). The cash rewards that were transferred to families 
($8,900 per family) made up the largest share of overall program costs (68 percent).1 The bal-
ance of expenditures went toward managing, administering, and operating the program ($4,193 
in all, or 32 percent). Almost all individuals within a family earned rewards (not shown in ta-
ble): on average, cash rewards cost $2,581 per person and administrative costs were $1,217 per 
person over the three-year program period ($3,798 per person total cost); the cost was $205 per 
reward payment, comprising $139 for the cash reward and $66 for administrative costs.2 Ad-
ministrative costs are a true cost to the economy because real resources (that is, any necessary 
staff and equipment) are used to administer the program, whereas the cash rewards are simply a 
transfer of funds from the government to low-income families.3 These administrative costs are 
undoubtedly higher than what such costs would be if the program were operated on a much 
larger scale and not as part of a relatively small demonstration project. Administrative costs un-
der Family Rewards included start-up costs as well as costs to figure out best practices over the 
course of the demonstration; these costs would not be incurred in an ongoing program, but are 
typical in a demonstration where a new program is in place for the first time. Furthermore, if the 
program operated at a larger scale, economies of scale could be achieved; for example, fixed 
costs — such as expenditures on office space, equipment, and maintenance of the management 
information system (MIS) — would be spread over more families, decreasing the administrative 
cost per family.  

                                                      
1The reward payments amount of $8,900 cited here is different from the amount cited in earlier reports 

($8,707) because reward payments have been inflation-adjusted and discounted in this report to be consistent 
with other cost estimates provided.    

2This supplement and the accompanying report use the terms “administrative costs,” “administrative ex-
penditures,” and “non-reward costs” interchangeably.   

3In a benefit-cost analysis, the simple transfer of funds reflects a cost to the government and a benefit to 
the participant, and therefore a net of zero (neither cost nor benefit) to society. 
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Costs of Administering the Program 

Administrative costs were incurred by the organizations that were responsible for cen-
tral operations (Seedco) and local operations (Neighborhood Partner Organizations, or NPOs). 
Seedco developed a payment tracking system; processed administrative records to determine 
whether automatically verified rewards had been earned; created special coupon books that 
families had to submit, along with any necessary documentation, in order to claim any given 
rewards and prove that they had earned them; verified that requirements for coupon payment 
rewards were met; maintained up-to-date bank account information to make sure payments 
were disbursed to the correct accounts; issued earnings statements during each payment period 
to mail to families; created and maintained a helpline to answer questions; made payments to 
families who earned rewards; marketed the program; performed general program management; 
and oversaw the NPOs. The NPOs conducted program orientations, refresher sessions, social 
events, and workshops for participants. The NPOs were also responsible for distributing coupon 
books and providing general customer service. (MDRC’s early and interim reports on Family 
Rewards describe program implementation in detail and provide further information on the di-
vision of responsibilities between Seedco and the NPOs.) 

The central operations costs were higher than local operations costs ($2,878 versus 
$1,052 per family, respectively, on average). Small costs were also incurred at both the central 
and local levels for recruiting households into the program (about $249 per family4) and for 
agencies to provide data to compute automatic rewards payments (about $14 per family).  

During the demonstration period, the cost of transferring $1.00 of reward payments was 
47¢ (as shown in Table S5.1), but this estimate also includes start-up costs, which makes the 
estimate higher than it would be for an already existing program. This estimate is also high 
compared with the cost of mainstream government transfer programs, which operate at a vastly 
larger scale and thus enjoy large economies of scale. Moreover, Family Rewards became more 
efficient over time. In the final year, it cost 34¢ to transfer $1.00 of reward payments, although 
the number of rewards was also reduced (not shown in table).  

If Family Rewards were run at a larger scale, it would most certainly get to a point 
where the administrative cost per reward dollar paid would decrease substantially. For example, 
if this program were as efficient as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), admin-
istrative costs would be 17¢ per $1.00 of reward dollars paid, as shown in Table S5.2 (page 55). 
Applying this assumption, and using the same average dollar value of reward payments, total 
administrative costs would be $1,486 per family, and overall program costs would be $10,386 
per family.5 As another example, if Family Rewards became as efficient as Medicaid, the ad-

                                                      
4Recruitment costs were measured as a whole and were not broken out by central and local operations. 
5This calculation assumes that recruitment costs are eliminated.  
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ministrative costs would be 5¢ per $1.00 of reward payment. Applying this assumption, total 
administrative costs would be $463 per family, and overall program costs would be $9,362 per 
household.6  

In general, the low economies of scale facing Family Rewards when operated as a spe-
cial demonstration project, and natural inefficiencies associated with getting a new program up 
and running and new systems in place, contributed to the size of the program’s administrative 
costs. The high costs of operating a program in New York City (for salaries and space, for ex-
ample) was another factor; different geographic areas might be able to administer the program 
at a lower cost. These factors are important to keep in mind in interpreting the cost estimates.  

The Costs of the Rewards, by Domain 

Reward payments were made across three domains: education, health, and work. The 
program offered a set of 22 different rewards during its first two years and 15 different rewards 
in the last year. Reward amounts ranged from $20 to $600 per reward, and some rewards could 
be earned multiple times a year by several family members.  

Rewards were divided into those that required a family to submit a coupon with docu-
mentation showing that the reward requirements had been met, and those that were automatical-
ly verified through administrative records provided by the New York City Department of Edu-
cation (DOE) and the New York City Human Resources Administration (HRA). When possi-
ble, rewards were made automatic so that it would be easy for families to claim them; however, 
for most of the behaviors that were rewarded, no administrative data were available, so the 
family was required to submit a coupon and proof of completing the activity in order to show 
that a reward had been earned. In the first two years of the program period, 14 of the 22 rewards 
required submission of a coupon, and in the third year, 9 of the 15 rewards required submission 
of a coupon. Many of the education rewards and the public health insurance rewards were veri-
fied through administrative data supplied by those agencies directly to Seedco. These are re-
ferred to as “automatically verified” rewards, and they required no effort on the part of families 
to claim payments. Administrative records were not available for any of the other rewards; thus, 
for those rewards, families had to verify their compliance and submit claims manually using the 
special coupons that were created for the program.  

                                                      
6Administrative cost per $1.00 of reward payment is from Redcross, Deitch, and Farrell (2010). The ad-

ministrative cost assumptions used here are similar to the administrative costs estimated in Isaacs (2008) under 
the administrative costs excluding work programs. Isaacs (2008) reports the administrative cost per benefit 
dollar as 16¢ for the TANF broad definition (that is, TANF cash and non-cash benefits) compared with 17¢ in 
Redcross, Deitch, and Farrell (2010). Isaacs (2008) reports SNAP administrative costs of 16¢ per $1.00 of ben-
efits, compared with 20¢ per $1.00 in Redcross, Deitch, and Farrell (2010). Both studies estimate 5¢ of admin-
istrative costs per $1.00 of Medicaid benefits. 
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Costs can be broken down by reward domain.7 This is fairly simple to do for reward 
payments, but is more speculative for administrative costs. For that reason, Table S5.3 (page 
56) shows administrative costs by domain using two different assumptions, which yield simi-
lar results.  

Program management, administration, and operations and the costs of the data matches 
were separated by domain using two different assumptions: (1) assuming equal cost for all re-
wards, and (2) assuming that coupon rewards require more effort than automatic verification. 
Assuming equal cost for all rewards involves applying, by domain, the percentage of earned 
rewards and “never successful” rewards (that is, rewards that were never successfully pro-
cessed) to the program management, administration, and operations cost. Table S5.4 (page 57) 
shows the number of rewards by domain and the percentages by domain that were used to esti-
mate administrative cost by domain under the two assumptions. To demonstrate how costs by 
domain could vary if our assumption about coupon rewards requiring more effort is correct, 
each coupon reward payment was counted as four payments before computing the percentage 
of rewards by domain that was then applied to the program management, administration, and 
operations costs, however, precise data on how much more effort was involved for coupon re-
wards are not available. As shown in Table S5.3, the administrative cost by domain is not sensi-
tive to these assumptions. 

Under both of these assumptions, rewards that were never successfully processed are 
included in the number of rewards. All rewards that were never successfully processed are cou-
pon rewards, which also increases the cost of the coupon payments relative to the cost of auto-
matic payments. The number of times a coupon claim had to be processed before being success-
fully processed is unknown. An example of the calculation is shown under each assumption 
using the education domain in Box S5.1.  

Education rewards were the most costly. On average, these reward payments totaled 
$4,000 per family, and administrative costs for education rewards ranged from $1,200 to 
$1,529, depending on which assumption was used to calculate costs per family. Health reward 
payments were a little lower, but the administrative costs were higher. Health reward pay-
ments were $3,056 per family, and the cost of administering them ranged from $2,005 to 
$2,135 per family. Health rewards had the highest average number of rewards earned per 
family and also had more coupon payments earned than education rewards, contributing to 
  

                                                      
7Reward payments were separated by domain by assuming that the percentage of reward dollars paid by 

domain is the same as the percentage of reward dollars earned by domain. Payments by domain are not availa-
ble in the MIS, but rewards earned by domain are available in the MIS. The total payments are shown for each 
pay period, and a payment can include multiple rewards, and thus cover multiple domains. 
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Box S5.1 
 

Estimation of Administrative Cost, by Assumptions 
for the Education Domain 

 

Using the values presented in the table on the next page, under the “Assumes Equal Cost” 
assumption, the percentage of administrative costs attributed to the education rewards is 
calculated as follows: 

 
(Number of automatic education rewards earned 

+ Number of coupon education rewards approved  
+ Number of coupon education rewards denied) 

 
Total number of rewards earned + rewards applied for but denied, in all domains 

 
or 
 

(17 + 9 + 1) / (30 + 33 + 6) = 39 percent 
 

Using the values presented in the same table, under the “Assumes Coupon Rewards Re-
quire More Effort” assumption, the percentage of administrative costs attributed to the 
education rewards is calculated as follows: 
 

[Number of automatic education rewards earned 
+ (Number of coupon education rewards approved × 4) 
+ (Number of coupon education rewards denied × 4)] 

 
[Total number of automatic rewards earned in all domains 

+ (Total number of coupon rewards approved × 4) 
+ (Total number of coupon awards denied × 4)] 

 
or 

 
[17 + (9 × 4) + (1 × 4)]/ [30 + (33 × 4) + (6 × 4)] = 31 percent 

 
 

(continued) 
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Box S5.1 (continued) 

 

Reward Type Assumes Equal Cost 

Assumes Coupon Rewards  
Require More Effort and 

Incur Greater Cost 
Education domain rewards (N)   

Automatic  17 17 
Approved coupons 9 9 × 4 = 36 
Denied coupons 1 1 × 4 = 4 
Total 27 57 

   
All domain rewards (N)   

Automatic  30 30 
Approved coupons 33 33 × 4 = 132 
Denied coupons 6 6 × 4 = 24 
Total 69 186 

   
Percentage of administrative costs 
attributed to education rewards 27 / 69 = 39% 57 / 186 = 31% 

 
 
their higher administrative costs. Work and training rewards were the least costly overall, in 
large part because not many families claimed them. For example, 53 percent of families 
earned a work-related reward over the three-year period, compared with 98 percent of fami-
lies earning a reward under the other two domains (not shown in table). Fewer work-related 
rewards were earned, on average, compared with education and health rewards. Payments for 
work rewards were $1,843 per family, and administrative costs ranged from $411 to $610 per 
family. However, because payments had to be claimed for these rewards entirely by coupons, 
which required more administrative costs to process, the administrative costs would have been 
higher had receipt of work-related rewards been higher.  

Cost Analysis Data and Methods 
The remainder of this section provides more technical detail on how the cost estimates reported 
above were calculated.  

Overall Scope, Data, and Assumptions  

Reward payment information was collected from the Family Rewards MIS. The MIS 
captures data on all payments made to families, including the $50 bonus payment offered to 
families at the start of the program for establishing an Opportunity NYC bank account or 
providing information on an existing no-fee bank account to enable direct deposit of reward 



51 

 

payments.8 Administrative costs were calculated using expenditures in Seedco’s general ledger. 
All reward payments and administrative costs over the life of the program were included, re-
gardless of the timing of the expenditure (the three-year program period during which rewards 
could be earned extended from September 2007 through August 2010, and costs were included 
for April 2007 through December 2010). For example, some payments were made after the end 
of the third program year for activities that families completed before the program ended; these 
payments were included in the cost estimates. 

Cost information was collected on sample recruitment, program start-up, and program 
wrap-up costs as well as on the ongoing operation of the program. Some of these costs would 
not be part of operating Family Rewards outside the context of a research demonstration pro-
ject. For example, the NPOs and Seedco provided estimates of their costs to recruit the study 
sample, which were used to show recruitment costs in Table S5.1.9 Recruitment costs include 
research-related costs of conducting random assignment, gathering informed consent, and ad-
ministering the baseline survey given at enrollment, which would not be conducted if the pro-
gram were not part of an evaluation. At the same time, other aspects of recruiting participants to 
a program would be incurred as part of normal operations. It is difficult to separate these differ-
ent elements of recruitment, and the cost analysis does not exclude them. Thus, overall program 
costs include expenditures for some activities that should be considered relevant for research 
purposes only; however, the research costs included in the estimate are likely small.  

Some other expenditures that are relevant only for research purposes could also not be 
excluded. For example, the NPOs and Seedco staff spent time providing information to the re-
search team that would not have been necessary if the program had not been evaluated.  

The cost of conducting the data matching for automatically verified rewards was calcu-
lated by assuming that it took one week to set up each program, and two to three hours for each 
subsequent match.10 The research team assumed that the salary rate was $80,000 per year, and 
that fringe benefits were 60 percent of salary costs. (The fringe benefit rate includes retirement 
costs; without retirement costs, the rate would be 30 percent.) Overhead was assumed to be 25 

                                                      
8In previous MDRC reports on the Family Rewards program, rewards earned are often shown in tables; 

this amount is different from the amount paid, which is used in the cost estimate. For Family Rewards, there 
were $70,622 in overpayments and $457,930 in unclaimed payments. (This estimate is not inflation-adjusted or 
discounted.) The overpayments are included in the cost estimate and the underpayments are excluded from the 
cost estimate. Overpayments were made in error and underpayments were often due to incomplete or missing 
bank account information.  

9Recruitment costs were incurred for both the Family Rewards program group and the control group, but 
only the Family Rewards group costs are shown. In the absence of the study, a control group would not be re-
cruited.  

10Start-up costs of the data matches were included in the estimates because all other start-up costs were in-
cluded in the cost estimates. Even when start-up costs are included, the cost of matching the data to the admin-
istrative agencies’ information is minimal, as shown in Table S5.1. 
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percent of salary costs. The estimated salary rate and amount of time needed was reported to the 
research team by a data contact at HRA, and the analysis was based on the assumption that the 
rate and time needed would be similar for DOE. The fringe benefits rate is based on information 
from the New York City Office of Management and Budget Financial Plan. Overhead rates 
were estimated using Agency Expense Budget Summary information from the New York City 
Comptroller.11 The analysis assumed that HRA had to set up two programs to automatically ver-
ify the reward for maintaining health insurance: one for the adult reward and one for the child 
reward. The matches were done six times per year (once for every two-month activity period). 
This reward was discontinued in Year 3, so the costs are included for Years 1 and 2 only.  

Automatically verifying rewards also included verification processes that used data 
from DOE. To estimate DOE’s cost in providing these data, the analysis assumed that the pro-
gram received an attendance file five times per year, a Regents file twice per year, a credits file 
twice per year, a graduation file twice per year, and an English language arts (ELA) and math 
test scores file once per year.12  

Costs incurred by New York City’s Office of Financial Empowerment are not included 
in the cost estimate. This unit worked with several banks and credit unions to develop special 
Opportunity NYC accounts that carried no fees and came with debit cards that carried no over-
draft risk. This expense was a one-time start-up cost. Also, no effort was made to estimate the 
costs incurred by the banks to establish special accounts for Family Rewards. However, the 
banks’ efforts may have helped them fulfill federal requirements. Moreover, the banks may 
have broken even from gaining new customers and interest on Family Rewards deposits. The 
cost of transmitting cash payments was not estimated separately in this analysis. However, the 
cash transmission costs are captured as part of the central operations administrative costs. Pro-
gram budgets assumed $1.20 per transaction and a $3 set-up fee per debit card, in addition to 
bank fees.  

Estimating Average Costs Per Family and Per Individual  

Average estimated program costs are shown per family in Table S5.3. Program costs 
were averaged over all program group families. The main program intervention is the reward 
payment and almost all families earned a reward (with 99.6 percent earning at least one reward 
during the three-year program period). Program costs were also averaged over all program 

                                                      
11The fringe benefits rate was 58, 60, and 63 percent for fiscal years 2008 to 2010, respectively. Admin-

istration costs as a percentage of Personal Services for the Department of Social Services was 20 percent in 
2008 and 29 percent in 2009; for the Department of Housing Preservation and Development, it was 23 percent 
in 2008 and 24 percent in 2009; these rates were used to construct an overhead rate assumption for this analy-
sis.  

12In Year 3 the attendance reward was discontinued for grades 1 through 8; however, the reward was still 
available for grades 9 through 12, so this change did not reduce the number of files from DOE in Year 3.  
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group individuals, and most individuals earned a reward (with 96 percent earning at least one 
reward during the three-year program period); as noted earlier, on average, cash rewards cost 
$2,581 per person and administrative costs were $1,217 per person over the three-year program 
period ($3,798 per person total cost).  

Discounting and Inflation Adjustment  

All costs were discounted assuming a 3.5 percent discount rate and inflation-adjusted to 
2014 dollars using the Consumer Price Index (not seasonally adjusted) from the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics for the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island area.13 The inflation adjust-
ment accounts for the fact that the value of the dollar changes over time; inflation adjusting pro-
vides a common dollar metric for programs that operated in different time periods. The dollar 
values are discounted to account for changes in the value of a dollar over the three-year follow-
up period; discounting converts dollars to their present value. A dollar today is worth more than 
a dollar tomorrow because of the opportunity cost of money; in other words, a dollar today can 
be invested and be worth more than a dollar tomorrow. Using discount rates of 2 percent and 6 
percent, costs ranged from $12,541 to $13,440 per family, respectively. The administrative cost 
per reward payment dollar ranged from 47¢ to 48¢, depending on the discount rate. (See Table 
S5.5 (page 58) for full cost estimates using a 2 percent, 3.5 percent, and 6 percent discount rate.)  

  

                                                      
13See Boardman, Greenberg, Vining, and Weimer (2010), who recommend using a 3.5 percent social dis-

count rate and conducting sensitivity tests for the discount rate. As shown in Table S5.5, the costs are not sensi-
tive to the discount rate that was used for this analysis. 
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Program 
Program Component Group

Reward payments $8,900

Non-reward costs
Central operationsa $2,878
Local operationsb $1,052
Recruitment $249
Data match for automatically verified rewards $14
Total non-reward costs $4,194

Total cost per family $13,093

Non-reward cost per dollar of reward payment $0.47

Table S5.1

Estimated Program Costs per Family (in 2014 Dollars)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Seedco's Family Rewards program data and administrative cost 
data.

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting at 3.5 percent and adjustment for inflation.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. 
aIncludes development of a payment tracking system, processing administrative records to 

determine whether automatically verified rewards had been earned, creating coupon books for reward 
payments that required families to submit documents showing that they earned the reward, verifying 
requirements for coupon payment rewards were met, maintaining up-to-date bank account information 
to make sure payments were disbursed to the correct accounts, issuing earnings statement each payment 
period to mail to families, creating and maintaining a helpline to answer questions, making payments to 
families who earned rewards, marketing the program, general program management, and oversight of 
the Neighborhood Partner Organizations. 

bIncludes all activities performed by the Neighborhood Partner Organizations, which include 
program orientations, refresher sessions, coupon book distribution, customer service, social events, and 
workshops.



55 

 

  

Program Component

Reward payments $8,900 $8,900 $8,900
Non-reward costs $1,486 $1,789 $463

Total cost $10,386 $10,688 $9,362

Non-reward cost per dollar of reward payment $0.17 $0.20 $0.05

Applying 
Medicaid 

Assumptions
Applying SNAP 

Assumptions
Applying TANF 

Assumptions 

(in 2014 Dollars)
Estimated Cost per Family Under Different Cost-Per-Reward-Dollar Assumptions

Table S5.2

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Seedco's Family Rewards program data and administrative cost per dollar of 
reward payment (Redcross, Deitch, and Farrell, 2010).

NOTES: Rewards estimates reflect discounting at 3.5 percent and adjustment for inflation.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. 
Redross, Deitch, and Farrell (2010) measured the combined federal, state, and local administrative costs for 

TANF, food stamps, and Medicaid as a percentage of the value of the payments (by dividing total administrative 
costs by total payments) in 2003. Data on the TANF costs and payments were obtained from the financial data that 
states submit to the Administration for Children and Families (data reporting form ACF-196). Food Stamp 
Program outlays and obligations data were obtained from the Food and Nutrition Service in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. Financial data on the Medicaid program were obtained from the Center for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services (CMS) Quarterly Expense Report (CMS-64). 
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Percentage of Percentage of
Program Component Cost ($) Total Cost ($) Total

Reward payments
Education 4,000 30.6 4,000 30.6
Health 3,056 23.3 3,056 23.3
Work 1,843 14.1 1,843 14.1
Subtotal 8,900 68.0 8,900 68.0

Non-reward costs
Education 1,529 11.7 1,200 9.2
Health 2,005 15.3 2,135 16.3
Work 411 3.1 610 4.7
Subtotal 3,944 30.1 3,944 30.1

Total cost
Education 5,529 42.2 5,200 39.7
Health 5,061 38.7 5,190 39.6
Work 2,254 17.2 2,453 18.7

Recruitment 249 1.9 249 1.9

Total 13,093 100.0 13,093 100.0

Table S5.3

Estimated Cost per Family, by Domain (in 2014 Dollars)

Assumes Equal Cost
for All Rewards

Assumes Coupon Rewards 
Require More Effort

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Seedco's Family Rewards program data and 
administrative cost data.

NOTES: Assumptions are explained in the text on page 48.
Estimates reflect discounting at 3.5 percent and adjustment for inflation.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. 
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Automatic Approved Denied All Coupons Worth
Rewards Coupon Coupon Rewardsa 4 Timesb 

Domain Earned (N) Rewards (N) Rewards (N)  (%) (%)

Education 17 9 1 38.7 30.3
Health 13 18 4 50.9 54.2
Work 0 6 1 10.5 15.5

Total 30 33 6 100.0 100.0

Table S5.4

Number of Rewards per Family, by Domain

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Seedco's Family Rewards program data.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. 
aAssumes equal cost for coupon rewards and automatic rewards.
bAssumes coupon rewards require more effort to process.
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Program 2% 3.5% 6%
Component Discount Rate Discount Rate Discount Rate

Reward payments $9,149 $8,900 $8,502

Non-reward costs
Central operationsa $2,941 $2,878 $2,777
Local operationsb $1,085 $1,052 $1,000
Recruitment $250 $249 $248
Data match for automatically verified rewards $14 $14 $14
Total non-reward costs $4,291 $4,194 $4,039

Total cost $13,440 $13,093 $12,541

Non-reward cost per dollar of reward payment $0.47 $0.47 $0.48

Table S5.5

Estimated Cost per Family (in 2014 Dollars): Sensitivity Test of the Discount Rate

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Seedco's Family Rewards program data and administrative cost data.

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums. 
aIncludes development of a payment tracking system, processing administrative records to determine 

whether automatically verified rewards had been earned, creating coupon books for reward payments that 
required families to submit documents showing that they earned the reward, verifying requirements for coupon 
payment rewards were met, maintaining up-to-date bank account information to make sure payments were
disbursed to the correct accounts, issuing earnings statements each payment period to mail to families, creating 
and maintaining a helpline to answer questions, making payments to families who earned rewards, marketing 
the program, general program management, and oversight of Neighborhood Partner Organizations. 

bIncludes all activities performed by the Neighborhood Partner Organizations, which includes program 
orientations, refresher sessions, coupon book distribution, customer service, social events, and workshops.
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MDRC is a nonprofit, nonpartisan social and education policy research organization dedicated 
to learning what works to improve the well-being of low-income people. Through its research 
and the active communication of its findings, MDRC seeks to enhance the effectiveness of so-
cial and education policies and programs. 

Founded in 1974 and located in New York City and Oakland, California, MDRC is best known 
for mounting rigorous, large-scale, real-world tests of new and existing policies and programs. 
Its projects are a mix of demonstrations (field tests of promising new program approaches) and 
evaluations of ongoing government and community initiatives. MDRC’s staff bring an unusual 
combination of research and organizational experience to their work, providing expertise on the 
latest in qualitative and quantitative methods and on program design, development, implementa-
tion, and management. MDRC seeks to learn not just whether a program is effective but also 
how and why the program’s effects occur. In addition, it tries to place each project’s findings in 
the broader context of related research — in order to build knowledge about what works across 
the social and education policy fields. MDRC’s findings, lessons, and best practices are proac-
tively shared with a broad audience in the policy and practitioner community as well as with the 
general public and the media. 

Over the years, MDRC has brought its unique approach to an ever-growing range of policy are-
as and target populations. Once known primarily for evaluations of state welfare-to-work pro-
grams, today MDRC is also studying public school reforms, employment programs for ex-
offenders and people with disabilities, and programs to help low-income students succeed in 
college. MDRC’s projects are organized into five areas: 

• Promoting Family Well-Being and Children’s Development 

• Improving Public Education 

• Raising Academic Achievement and Persistence in College 

• Supporting Low-Wage Workers and Communities 

• Overcoming Barriers to Employment 

Working in almost every state, all of the nation’s largest cities, and Canada and the United 
Kingdom, MDRC conducts its projects in partnership with national, state, and local govern-
ments, public school systems, community organizations, and numerous private philanthropies.  


	Title Page
	Funders
	Contents
	List of Exhibits
	Acknowledgments
	Introduction
	I. Impacts on Receipt of TANF and SNAP Benefits
	II. Impacts on Children’s Education
	III. Impacts on Receipt of Medicaid
	IV. Impacts on Parents’ Employment and Earnings
	V. Estimates of Program Costs
	References
	About MDRC


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




